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A defendant purposefully availing itself of the privilege of conducting business in the forum 
may be subject to specific personal jurisdiction for claims related to or arising from the 
defendant's contacts with the forum. 


For purposes of specific personal jurisdiction, | regarding only claims substantially related to or 


arising from the defendant's contacts with the form,” the defendant must conduct activities in 
the forum state by which the defendant purposefully avails itself of the privilege of conducting 


business activities in the state, thus invoking the benefits and protections of its laws. Purposeful 


activities are volitional acts of the defendant.* The courts may look to conduct beyond particular 
business transaction at issue because additional conduct of the defendant may indicate an intent 
or purpose to serve the market in the forum state, but a showing of purposeful promotion of the 


business in the forum state and seeking clients in the forum state may be sufficient.° 
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Many statutes authorize specific personal jurisdiction over a defendant who "transacts any 
business" in the state,° and this is a standard considered applicable to the full extent allowed by 
due process limitations.’ It is the nature and quality of the contacts with the forum, not purely 
the amount of contacts, that must be considered,® and the courts will look to the totality of the 


circumstances for purposeful availment.” 


The defendant's activities must show a general course of business activity in the state for pecuniary 
benefit,” such as a regular course of voluminous sales to forum customers through a nonresident 
distributor, purposefully availing the seller of the forum's benefits and protections. l Even sporadic 
or casual acts, !? or a single transaction, may be sufficient to confer specific personal jurisdiction, "° 
without regard to physical presence in the forum,“ but random, fortuitous, or attenuated acts are 


inconsistent with the requirement of purposeful availment.!> 


In determining whether there is a substantial relationship between the transaction and the claim 
asserted, the court will look to the totality of the defendant's activities within the forum and whether 


there is an articulable nexus, or a substantial relationship, with the claim asserted. e 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Transacts any business prong of Georgia's long-arm statute requires that the nonresident defendant 
has purposefully done some act or consummated some transaction in Georgia. Ga. Code Ann. § 
9-10-91. Weinstein Group, Inc. v. O'Neill & Partners, LLC, 415 F. Supp. 3d 1167 (N.D. Ga. 2019). 


District court must look to the totality of the circumstances to determine whether a nondomiciliary 
transacts business in New York, for purposes of specific personal jurisdiction under New York's 
long-arm statute, and even a single New York business transaction may be sufficient, provided the 
cause of action arises out of the subject matter of the transaction. N.Y. CPLR § 302. Sandstone 
Springs, LLC v. Virag Distribution, LLC, 617 F. Supp. 3d 159 (W.D. N.Y. 2022). 


Under effects test for determining purposeful availment, as requirement for specific personal 
jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant, intentional conduct occurring elsewhere may give rise 
to jurisdiction in California where it is calculated to cause injury in California; defendant must 
expressly aim or target his conduct toward California, with the knowledge that his intentional 
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conduct would cause harm in the forum. Dongxiao Yue v. Wenbin Yang, 62 Cal. App. 5th 539, 
276 Cal. Rptr. 3d 718 (1st Dist. 2021). 


Out-of-state gun retailer's sales to gun trafficking ring were sufficient to establish that he derived 
substantial revenue from guns used or consumed in New York, for purposes of New York's long- 
arm statute, in light of evidence that retailer had sold 181 guns to ring members in six months, 
generating revenue of at least $15,000, that guns sold to them were transported to New York and 
resold at significant profit, and that interstate transactions constituted 14.3% of retailer's total sales 
by volume. N.Y. CPLR § 302(a)(3)(1). Williams v. Beemiller, Inc., 159 A.D.3d 148, 72 N.Y.S.3d 
276 (4th Dep't 2018). 


Exercise of specific personal jurisdiction over alleged high-ranking executive, based on executive's 
transaction of business in New York, did not violate Due Process, in action by hedge funds and 
municipal retirement fund for various causes of action in connection with transaction; executive 
had numerous contacts with New York, including leasing New York apartments, meeting hedge 
funds' investment manager in New York on many occasions, and attending an event of investment 
manager's New York-based company. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14; McKinney's CPLR 302(a)(1). 
FIA Leveraged Fund Ltd. v. Grant Thornton LLP, 150 A.D.3d 492, 56 N.Y.S.3d 12 (1st Dep't 
2017). 


To have minimum contacts sufficient for court to exercise specific personal jurisdiction over a 
nonresident defendant, the defendant must have performed some act by which it purposefully 
availed itself of the privilege of conducting activities within the forum state, thus invoking the 
benefits and protections of its laws. Martins v. Bridgestone Americas Tire Operations, LLC, 266 
A.3d 753 (R.I. 2022). 


A nonresident defendant must engage in some act or acts by which it purposefully avails itself of 
the privilege of conducting activities within the forum state, or deliberately engage in activities 
directed at forum state, to merit the exercise of specific personal jurisdiction. Crouch Railway 
Consulting, LLC v. LS Energy Fabrication, LLC, 610 S.W.3d 460 (Tenn. 2020). 


Acceptance by defendant, a Louisiana resident, of proceeds from vendor's sale of her home in 
Texas, drawn from vendor's bank and deposited into defendant's bank account in Louisiana, 
was insufficient to show that defendant purposefully availed herself of privileges of conducting 
activities in Texas, as required for exercise of specific jurisdiction to comport with due process, 
in action brought by title company under Texas Uniform Fraudulent Transfers Act, arising out of 
vendor's alleged fraudulent transfer of proceeds from sale of her home that was subject to federal 
lien; vendor transferred fungible asset, specifically, money, that had no continuing presence in 
Texas, and defendant's conduct with respect to alleged contact was exclusively in Louisiana. U.S. 
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Const. Amend. 14; Tex. Bus. & C. Code § 24.001 et seq. Old Republic National Title Insurance 
Company v. Bell, 549 S.W.3d 550 (Tex. 2018). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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